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INTRODUCTION

-~ _

| } Background ‘ o - - _ L
: Early intervention services for disadvantaged and handicapped children nava" L

received widesoread attention dver the past 15‘years The increased
interest in these early ch11dhood serv1ces can be attributed to the

" work of Hunt (1961), who found that the man1pu1at1on of a child’s.
environment in the early years would resu]t in the expansion of that ‘
child's intellectual capacity. Additional support for preschool educat1on
also came from Bloom (1964) . After conducting a review of ¢hild developmen
research he concluded that a ch11d s experiences in the early years of
Jife have a direct impact on subsequent development. G1yen the attested

-~

“_value of early intervention services, it is not surprising that many pre-

- school programs were subsequently initiated, and that further studies

designed to assess their efficacy were simultaneously undertaken.

\ Thestudies that have been conducted-on early childhood education have

~ focused on two aspects of program impact-ethe immediate results and the

e i T
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lasting effeets after preschool. With regard to immediate-program impact,
the research has”provided‘overwhe]ming evidence of the success of early |
tntervention services in improving the capaeity of preschool chi]dren;
TneSe positive resultis have been demonstrated with disadvantaged.children

(Gray and Klaus, 1969; Weikart, Kamii, and Radin, 1964; Bere1ter and

.: -~ Engelmann, 1966; Hodges, McCandless; and Spicker,. 1967), as we11 as with a
variety of high risk and handicapped students,_i.e. developmentally
" delayed ¥ visually impaired, hearing impaired, mentally retarded, physically

impaired-and emotionally disturbed (Bricker and Bricker, 1971; Hayden and N

'ﬁaring, 1974 Garber, 1977; Karnes, 1973{ Rosen and Sitkei, 1980; Stephens,

=
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~ by preschpol students, the research did reveal thit these scores were
i ;

Te]fer,‘Aharoni, Downhower, Traub, and Vaughn, 1980). Among the major

findings of these studies are that children participating in preschool

education programs experience substantial gains in IQ scores, demonstrate

significant increases in cognitive, motor, social and other developmental

|
areas, and achieve a high percentage of the goals identified on their

indiVidué]ized educational plansf In addition, parents have reported

-

very high levels of satisfaction with:théir children's growth as a result

of participation in these programs The findings, therefore, proV1de

substantial ev1dence of the immediate ef;Lcts of preschoo1 education.

3

However. the quest1on still remains as to whether these gains can be

maintained once the child has left the preschool environheht.

In assessing}the Tong-term efficacy of early intervention services,

research has focused pr1mar11y upon the d1sadvantaged popu]at1on. Spurred

by the federal efforts to exam1ne Headstart effects numerous studies were

3

undertaken to analyze the impact of ‘preschool education on such factorsi

as 1Q scores, achievement scores, grade retention, and assignment to

special education (Cicirelli, 1969; Weikart, 1971; Beller, 1974; Gordon;

1973; Palmer:& Semlear, 1976 Abelson, Zigler, & Deblas1, N.D.): Nhile the

studies 1nd1cated that the initial gains in Iq scores were not ma1nta1ned .

W

i " ‘
significant predictors of later school achievement. That is, experimental

groups significant1y outscored contro] children on achievement tests,

especially in the area of mathematics. Furthermore, children who had * °

participated in preschoo1 prodrams erperienced a reduced need for special

education services and a reduced incidence of grade failure, and also

indicated a stronger comm1tment to schooling and a h1gher self- rat1ng of

sch001 performance than comparable controls. In short, these efficacy

-
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studies  indicated that preschool education, indeed, had a positive and

Al

lasting impact op the disadvantaged. 1

"In terms 'of the handicapped, the 1ong-range effects of preschoo1 inter-

>

vention services received ear1y attention in the works of Skee]s and Dye
(1939) and Kirk (1958; 1965). Stud1es undertaken by Skeels and
Dye focused on the severely mentally retarded receiving institutional care.

Assessments made 21 years after deinstitutionalization revealed that the

"exper1menta1 group was self-supporting and had attained. a higher educa-

t1ona1 level than the control group. Researca conducted by Kirk with the -
mildly and moderately menta]ly retarded also proddced Positive results.

Kirk corcluded that "children receiving preschool education in the community
and institution made significantly greated changes in IQs:and SQs (social

quotient) on the Binet, Kuhlman, and Vineland tests as compared to the

: contrast-éroup." (1965, p. 200) More recent studies have corroborated

these early findings. Hayden and Haring (1976) reported that Down's .
Syndrome ch11dren who part1c1pated in preschool demonstrated more advanced .
skiils across several grades than did s1m11ar children not exposed to

early intervention. Additionally, studies of the tramable mentally retarded
poomlation revealed that children receiving two or more years of preschoo]g
eddcation performed sianificantly higher than the control group in language,
academics, self-help, and motor areas (Fredericks, ‘Moore, and Baldwin,

1980). These studies prov1de ev1dence on the 1ong-term 1mpact of early

' intervention on the—mental]y retarded population. Unfortunately, a gap

. exists in the research on lasting effects of preschool for other handi-

capped groups. )

- )

One study which attempted to address this gap was the evaiuation of ' |
. : ' .. A
graduates from the Handicapped Children‘s Early Education Program (HCEEP)

!
!
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of the Battelle Institute (DeWeerd & Cole, 1976). This study involving 688 .
graduates, examined the.long range ‘effects of early intervention services

in terms of placement, special services, and parent perceptfonsgof program ‘
impact. The findings with regard to placement indiéatEd that twg—thirds

of the ch11dren were placed in regular education classrooms with the
remaining students enrolled in spec1a1 education. The data on special
serviLes revealed that 50% of the children in regular classrooms'ﬁere
receiving additipnal support services, while the other half of the sapple

.

‘were participating in. these c1assrooms w1thout _such ass1stance. In addition,
97% of the parents of hand1capped ch11dren who graduated from HCEEP programs
reported positive resu]ts for their child. As these results indicate,

some ev1dence is available to substant1ate the 1ast1ng effects of preschool

¢

education for a variety. of hand1capp1ng conditions.

To provide further evidence of effectiveness, Karnes, Shwedel, and Lewis
(1980) initiated a follow-up study of children who had participated in

the Joint Early Education Program for the Handicapped (JEEPH), a non-
categorical preschool program in Champaign County, i]linois. Children
involved in this study were predominately speech and 1anggage impa%red .
(52%), although the sample also included children with educational zandicaps,
specific 1earning disabilities, behavior disorders and mental impairments.
The purpose of the study wae to assess the long range impact of preschool
education on,project children, examining such factors as placement, grade
retentipn, assignment to special services, school achievement, and teacher
_and parent ratings of ehi]d_performance. Through tpis research; therefore,
Karnes expanded not only the type of handicapped population beinp efamined,
but the range of academic and social indicators being assessed. The findings

- from this study indicated that JEEPH graduates were performing adequately

in school across all factors.

I




The Karnes study suggests “hat children with all types. of ;andicaps and
all ranges of severity receive lasting benefits frém paétitipation in
eér]y childhood programs. However, more research is needed with a variety
Af imﬁaired popu]atioﬁé before the long-range eéficacy of preschool educa-
tién for the hanﬁicappe& gaﬁ be established. - Utilizing the Karnes

desigi and p;oceaures as a guide, the present study was ;ﬁdertaken in
order to contribute to the knowledge base regarding 1ast1ng effects for
the handicapped. This study involved a follow-up assessment of ch1]dren
who had graduated from the Putnam/Northern Westchester BOCES Preschool

Program (PSHP), a Regional Demonstration Program for Preschool Handicapped

Children in Yorktown Heights, New York.

i

Pnggraﬁ Description o

§

The BOCES Preschool Program orjginated’in 1976 to provjde early inter-

vention sérvices for children with spec{al needs from bi(ﬁh to age five.
The PSHP Program serv;s a cénsortium of eighteen school districts and is
a‘nqncategorical program, primarily designed for children who are mildly

or moderately impaired. Membership is open to preséhoo] students with

‘a variety of handicapping conditions; at present,‘PSHP seirves children whose

handicapé inc]ude' severely speech/{anguage impaired, emotionally dis-

turbed phys1ca11y hand1capped ‘specific learning d1sab111ty, hard of
hear1ng/deaf and mentally retarded To address the diverse ngeds of
th1s population, the PSHP program operates several school-based sites

located throughout ‘a- two-county area. At each PSHP site, both a

morning and afternoon session are offered with épproximately ten children .

in each session. Children spend 2% hours per day, five days per week,

over a ten-month period in classrooms staffer by a full-time teacher-

* _teacher aide team with support from parent volunteers.

-
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The specific curriculum approach of the BOCES Preschool Handicapp ? Program
isidesigned.§9 that participating students are taught sequenced s %115
acéording to their individual level of functioning and particular handi-
capping conyitigﬁ, Through a diagnostic-prescriﬁtive procesﬁ, staff determine
the specific areas of need and corresponding curricula content fo; each

child. Appropriate sfillslare specified in children's inﬁividua]ized
educational plans (IEPs) which serve as the cyrricuium for PSHP. 1In

. implementing this curriculum, PSHP staff use instructional processes which

are language-based and incorporate positive reinforcement techniques.

Other features of the Program relate to the organizational structures of
the classroom, that is, the‘conditiqhs under which the PSHP curriculum

is presented( They include: a) a structured classroom schedule wherein ..

acti?ities are conducted according-t% a daily routine, so that children
Tearn £6 move from activity. to activity fairly indepeﬁaen;1§: b) a
transdisciplinary team approach wherein a classroom teacher, school
psychologist, speech 5athologist; and social worker prqyide»asS' sments

and direct services for children on an ongoing basis; and ¢) a pa

Y
involvement -program in which parents are actively engaged as clasg:

volunteers, participate in the development of their children's ed\icational.

plans, and aftend montﬁly parent meetings where jdeas and informatign on

»

parenting and child development are exchanged.

The structured, routine schedule fohlowed in PSHP classrooms is carefu)ly
p]anne& and allows for'large and small group activities, as well as
" individual time. The daily séhedule includes structured play, cr ative
play; art, snack, quiet time, and fine and gross_ motor activities.” In
.cpnjunction with this classroom intervention program, the project provides
these'addi$ional services for preschool handicapﬁeq child}ep and their

. ‘ 6 - | .
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families: screening, comprehensive diagnostic evaluations, child place-

1

ment/referral, and linkage with outside agencies.

Purpose oflthe Study

. In evaluating the impact of PSHP on the a&ademic,'cognitive, and social
achievehent of its grapuates, the following key quéstions were raised.
1. Placement . - -

® What percentagé of PSHP graduates were assigned
- to regular cor special education classes?

) Do these assignments differ significantly as a
function of severity of handicap? - >

o  What is the current placement status of PSHP
gradua?es? . :

0 How accurate was the PSHP staff in terms of their -
recommendations for placement?

2. Retention ‘ ) ~ v

‘s What percentage of PSHP graduates has been
retained?

3. Special Services _

o  What percentage of the children in regular .
education classes, currently requires special
services? - ‘

) What types of services are they receiving?

4, Teacher Ratings

) How are PSHP graduates performing in their

assigned classrooms as compared to their peers

in terms of social, academic, cognitive,
and communication skills?

A\

) How\Ho the a2ttitudes of these children concerning
* school_in general, teachers, and peers
compare to their classroom peers?

\ \




5. ‘VParent Ratings

e _ How do parents perce1ve the -current performance
of their handicapped child?

) How do parenits perceive the lasting Senefits of
PSHP for their handicapped child?

6. Persistence of effect
o Do the positive effects of PSHP appear to persist
throughgut the ear]y elementary school years?
. *

The findings generatéd from these questions will be analyzed and discu§sed
in terms of both their specific application to PSﬁP and their impli-
cations for preschool edpcation in general. Of particu{ar interest

will be the cost-benefit of preschoo]iintervention, the present results

compared to past research, and the long range efficacy of PSHP in the

academic and social achievement of its graduates.

-——
T
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METHOD -

sample
A11 children who graduated from the Preschool. Program between January,
1976 and May, 1980 were considergd foq the final sample }n this long{-
tudinal assessment of PSHP effeéfiveness. The ultimate se]ection,l
howeve;? was based upoh the receipt of parent permission to review o
i stqdenis' cumulative school rgcords. ﬁ total of 66 parents granteu §uch
per&ﬁssion; the sample, thus, coﬁsisted of 65’chi1dren repfesenfing 39 per-
’///cenﬁ of the tctal 171 program graduates. Thesg chi]dreﬁ had *spent an

~ average of 13 months -in the‘preschdb1 program prior to'graduatﬁon.

- ]

Table 1 depicts the follow-up sample by year of graduation. Since enrol]ment
TABLE 1
P ‘
YEAR OF GRADUATION FROM PSHP
}
Year ~-.N %
" 1976 3 5
] 1977 8 12
\ 1978 - 11 17
) 1979 Y/ 26
- 1980 27 40
‘ Total 66 100
Lo " at PSHP has steadily increased over the five and one-half years of
operation, the sample is consfstent,with PSHP graduation trends. - .

o f
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. The children were drawn from 15 of the 18 school districts served by the

.

.program. The distribution of the sample by district was comparable to
total enrollment figures for PSHP graduates (see Appendix A). A further
- : ) . Y

description of the .sample in terms of ‘pertinent backdround characteristics
. = 1
- is disgussed be]ow. . ~ |

//'

T

Age and Sex. /The sample was comprised -of 49 males and 17 females

(49% and 26%{ rescectively) who ranged in age from 5 -years, 3 months,
to 10 years,~1 month. The average age of these children was G‘years,

11 months {SD = 1 year/3 nne;).

;-

Handicapping ConditionL The primary handicapping condition for the samp]é

at the time of entry into PSHP is found in Table 2. According to the tab]e,
" -the maJority of the samp]e (64%) were, classified as Speech/Lafiguage

1mpaired--a:statisti§ also cthistent with the total graduation and enroll-

- ment population of PSHP.

]
»?
4

 TABLE 2

——
-

- PRIMARY HANDICAPPING’CONDITION
C- AT TIME OF ENTRY INTO PSHP

Cordition N %
‘,}.\ Speech/Language Impairment 42 64
i 2. Learning Disability 4 . ' 6
3. Behavioral Disorder _ 5 _ 7
" 4. Mental Impairmeht 2 3 .
< 5. PhysicaI‘Handicap 6 9
. 6. No Formai Diagnosis 7 11
Total l » o gg ; IEE
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Sever%ty of Handicap. In order to establish an inde% qf §everity, @

- ke ’

children in ‘the samp]e were c]assified adcording to pretest scores

obta;ned on the Genera] Cogn1t1ve Index (GCI) of the McCarthy Scales . )
A .~ of Children' s Ab111t1es 1 -"Children who scored 0 to -1 standard deviations

' -below the GCI nat1ona1 mean2 were considered gglglx_hand1capped~ ?

~ ~a moderate c1ass1f1cat1on'Was given to those scoring 1 to -2 standard
deviations below the -mean; ch11dren scoring -2 standard devwat1on$
below .the mean were considéred severely handicapped; finally those
attaining,a'pretest scoré of 0 to +1 etandard deviations above the

mean were considered gt_rng; Table 3 provides tﬁe‘indéx of eeverity 3

information.

TABLE 3 °

-

SEVERITY. OF HANbICAPPfNGytONDITLON

Category ; N q | . . e
At Risk ) 14 26 ° : '
. (0 to +1 S.D. above the mean) - .
. Mild" . 20 38
_ (0 to -1 S.D. below the mean) .
{ Moderate .9 17 .
(-1 to -2 S.D. below the mean)
Severe 10 19 e
(-2 or more S. D below the mean) . .
\otal . 53* 100

v

*McCarthy scores available for oﬁ]y 53 students in the samp]e‘

1The McCarthy is administered to PSHP students at the time of entry )
into’ the program. - . -

GCT/ mean = 100; $0D. =

2
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As ipdicated, data was ava11ab1e for 53 ch11dren (812) in the follow=up
sam 1e The table also reveals that approximately three-quarters of
children in ‘this sample subset were c1ass1f1ed mildly to severe]y
handicapped. The overall GCI mean for this subset was 86.4. Th1s mean&
is slightly be]ow the PSHP population statistic, which suggests that
“~the fo]low-up sample had a lower level of intellectual functlon1ng than
the general PSHP population. In summary, the background 1nformat1on
1nd1cates that the fol]ow-up sample was representative of tﬁe total
PSHP graddat1on_popu1at1on in terms of year of graduation, school
'district: sex, handicapping condition, and,ufor the most part, index

"of severity.

-,

Instruments

The current academic and social performances of former PSHP students
were asszgsedsthroogh three data co11ection techniques and their
appropriate instrumentation: k;) Cumulative Record Form for. the review
of currentvstodent files; (2) a twenty-five item Teacher Questionnaire;

" and (3) a twelve-item Parent Interview.

»

-

The Cumulative hecord Form allowed for the recording of a wide range

o

of current student Snformation obtained from the review of individual

student files. This information included progression/retention data,

——--special class/program/services required, diagnostic classification,

performance on- standardized tests, -and yearly grade reports. In
addition, ‘more subjective 1nformat1on, such as teachers' comments,

was recorded on the Cumulative Record Form

The Teacher Questionnaire was dereloped by Karnes, Shwedel, and

Lewis .(1980) for a [ongitudinal study invo]vinb hahdicapped children

- 12
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in Champaign County, Il1inois. This instrument consisted of 25 items

which combined 5-point Likert ratings with open-ended questions.
Teachers were asked to rate the preschool child's performance as compared
t6 other children jq the class on the fo]]bwing variables: ?) cogn%tive
skills; b) academic skills; c¢) communication skills; d) éitifude
| toward schobl and teacher; and, e) social.interaction, T ;‘internal
consistency coefficient for the total scale is .86. Alpha coefficients
~ for the various subscale items are alsoihigh. .Furthermo/e, the correlation

between teacher ratings and'standardized tests was computed to be .51,

which attests to the predictive validity of thé questioﬁ aire.

i

The Pﬁrgnt Interview, also based upon.a form -developed by Karnes, et al.

x é -
(1980), consisted of 12 open-ended items. The items measured parent
. . o e 4 ‘
perceptions concerning their child's performance in school, and the

impact'of preschool reiated fo schdol performaﬁce.

hd <

6ata‘C011ection Procedures

) Fo]ldw;bp data from parents,Ateachers, and cumulative files were
cbtained during March and April, 1981. Cumulative files were reviewed
during‘yﬁgits td indivfdual‘schools and/or administrative offjces.
"‘Initial contact in each dﬁstriét was made through the ch;i}b%rson of _
the Committee of the Hand%capped for that distri&}. Subsequent ~

communication took place directly with individual schools. Following

~

~

£

3

the review of cumulative data at each district Jocation, questionnaires

' weré distributed to the students' current teacher. Arrangements were

made at that time for the collection of the completed forms. In several

+

instances, however, Teacher Questionnaires were mailed directly




to PSHP. Of the total distributed, 54 (82% of the follow-up sample) ..

were returned in time for inclusion in the present analysis.

-

-

Parents were'informed by letter of their'prospective interview and

. their agreement to take part in such was 1nc1uded in the1r reply on

the parent perm1ss1on slip. Actua] 1nterv1ews were conducted by telephone
.during the same approximate time period as those procedures described
above. Fifty-five parents (83% of the follow-up samp]e) took part in ’
the survey. Although the 11 other parents had agreed to part1c1pate,.

" several did not have telephones, and others could not be reached at |

any time during the course of the study.

Des1g_ .

'The 1dea1 approach for prov1d1ng answers to the key research questions
ra1sed 1n th1s study is through the use, of -an exper1mental research

des1gn. HOWever, the-ethical and legal cons1derat1ons,1nvolved 1n
select1ng ‘a. control group for the ongoing Preschoo1 Program evaluat1on
prohibited the use of such a des1gn in this follow-up study. Furthermore,“

the 1dent1f1cat1on of a control group after the fact (ex post facto

*esearch) was 11m1ted by both cost and the availability of hand1capped
-children comparable to PSHP graduates Thus the present research
used a "one- shot case study" d%s1gn (Campbell and Stanley, 1963)
wherein data was gathered from the experimental students only, and
___collected on a one-time basis. . - L o

Q - ,
A maJor weakness of this des1gn js the lack of comparat1ve data.

“~

Consequently, the l1terature was cited as a basis of comparison to

| provide ev1dence of exper1menta1 (and control) group performance
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. |
_on variables similar to those examined in the.current study. Moreover, to ‘ |

“add to the credibility of the results, the researchers relied upon con- -
vergent validity wherein information was gathered from several sources 4 )

which addressed similar outcomes. . ' : i

. An sis
' Data was ana]yaed using'a number of both descriptive and parametric | . L
statistica] techniques; Frequency distributions and percentage rates
were used to deterhine assignment and retention information, special
éxlservice requirements of regular education students, and parent and -
- .- teacher ratiugs. A chi-square analysis was performed. to determine
whether placement in regular or special education differed depending
- upon the severity of handicap. Finally, a Kruskal-Wallis one-way
analysijs of variance was computed to determine whether school performance,

as measured by teacher ratlngs d1ffered accord1ng to the age/grade

. of the handicapped ch1]d PR _—

L1mitations : _.“ : "\'. e S
' As is often the case in studies where random. ass1gnment to conditions and
,other adequate ccntrol techniques are not always possible or appropriate,

a number of methodc1cgica] considerations Zan fimittthe results and - ‘
: imp]icatdons of the research findings. One 1imitatidh already noted in

f —
this study relates to the research des1gn 1tse1f The study lacked a

™.

control group; thus, 1t cannot- be said for certa1n that the outcomes

- Amare‘d1rect1y attr1butab1e to the PSHP program. However, a comparison of

d

the PSHP results with past research provides a reasonable context by

- which to judge program effectiveness.
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__,_mvss___wrate~amgng%proaectﬁpart1c1pant

type of handicap, and severity of hand1cap.

presented 1n this report can be 1nterpreted w1th a fair amount of
;vconfxdence. \

|

%

.
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Two other T1m1tat1ons in this study relate to the sample; these are
i

0
%
}

5

attrition, and&restr1ct1on due to parent permission as a- selection
, cr1ter1on.

x
b3
> K

In terms of the former, any research which attempts to~chart
the 1ong-term effects of a program is subject to a certain attrition

S.

PastHStudxes have reported varying

-

1eve1s of attr1t1on, resulting 1n samp]e sizes as low as 22 per cent
*
; of the_original graduate population.

Karnes et al. {1980), for example,
reported a sample size of 29 per‘cent of the JEEPH‘graduate population.

',
The current study was able to gather data on approximately 40 per cent

of the total graduates; thus, the size of the sample appears‘adequate
in terms of general findings.

With respect to restriction, the demo-
graphic’'data indicated that the sample was representative of the
- “ .

-

total PSHP population by sex;‘year'of graduation; district enrollment,

-~

Recognizing the Timitations ‘
of the study, however, it is the authors' content1on that the resu]ts

4
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

P1acement |

Two h1gh1y significant 1nd1cators of the 1ong-term efficacy of preschoo]

o . . [

—————— intervention-are ‘the assignment which students recelve upon graduat1on and
| current grade placement, Attent@on to these outcomes provides evidence

as to whether or not preschoo1 interventfdn has equ%pped studeets w%fh the

necessary skills to meet the requiremen»s of regular education. In ’
add1tion, the var1ab1es assess the extent to which these effects prevail

as the student progresses throughjthe grades (Royce, 1979)

i x ) Kl
The results obtained from the present'study'of PSHP graduates are found

- . TABLEA -

" .. -~ ASSIGNMENT UPON GRADUATION FROM PSHP
Assdbhaeng T N %
- N Nursery School - - 2 3
\ : :
v Kindergarten . ‘ 3 55

" Ungraded Special Education . 28 42 .

Total - 66 100

sample were«ass1gned fo regu]ar Kvndergarten programs following the1r
: part1c1pat1on in the BOCES Preschool Program. An additional 3% of the

graduates were placed in regular nursery schpols, since they wefe'not of

school age at the time of prog}am completion.’ Tﬁe“dafa,presented in
¥ . : e 17 : -
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in Tables 4 and 5. As Table 4 indicates, 36 students or 55;/6? the total




Table 5 reveals that 53% of tpe chi]dreq are currently enrolled in regular
classrooms or regulér nursery school programs. Thesé findings are somewhat
Tower than the results reported in either the Battelle study or the karnes
—— — study;-and-even fall below the fétéwaf placement for 1979 and 1980 PSHP
graduates; One can only speculate that the higher socioeéonomic status

of the Héstchester area and the pothtia]]y highérvlevel of student

performance mighf have some bearing on graduaie placement.

TABLE 5

PLACEMENT IN 1980-1981

1 . ' .Currgnt.grade ) N %
Regular Education .| - *
‘ == " Nursery School . 2 3.
. . Kindergarten : 10 16
st . 14 21 )
2nd 6 ‘ 9 A
1-° 3rd o 2 3 | B
> 4th . 1 1 ‘
Subtotal | 35. 53

- Ungraded Special Education

Communication Disorders 15 23
Mentally Retarded . 3 7. 5
Tranéitional Kindergarten = 7 10 .
Cross Categorical N 6 - 9

-Subtotal 31 47

Grand ‘Total . 66 100




e~

e

-
-

The -ata presented in Tables 4 and 5 also provide evidence of the
apprapriateness of placement recommendations made by PSHP staff.. That
is, ;hgse tables viewed together reveal that only three students{ or

- 6% p? those originally recommendéq for regular education,-have subse-
quently been'p1aced in a.special education program. For all. three of
the children, placement in special education occurred at the end of first
grade. This finding is veni'encouraging,*especially in 1igqp of ofher
research, 12% of the Karnes graduates did not maintain tﬁéir assignmenti
in regular classrooms. Thus, PSHP staff were extrémely accurate in

their recommendations for placement of graduating students. ‘ 3

An additional placement question which -this stugy addressed was whether
assignment to regular or special education differed according to severity '

of handicap. To answer this question, a chi ‘square was calculated which

\

-

!
| 3

TABLE6

\

ASSTGNMENT UPON»GRADUATiDN
BY .SEVERITY OF HANDICAP

(N = 51%)
Severity - Regular Special
At Risk - "1 2
€ . Mild. a1 9 -
o Moderate - : 4 4 ,
* - Severe l S 2 8 .
) K
K ~ z
- Y = 9,73% (df = 3)
*p < .05

*Only 51 children were included in thi§ computat%on since two graduates
are presently enrolled in nursery schoq].

© .19 .
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yielded statistically Eignificant differences among the various levels
cf'severity with regard to placement. (See Table 6.) Specifica]]y,
the "at risk" population whe are less intellectually handicapped were
hqre 1ikely to be_assigned to regular education. Conversely, severely
handieapped cﬁi]dren were mere likely to beé placed in special edqéation.
These findings, while.not totally unexpected, eo&suggest that preschool 'i/
education tends to benefit the high risk populations more than the
severely impaired in terms of placement after preschool. However, %
before a conclueive s;atement can be made .in this regard, more studies
must be conducted which examine thie issue.
Retention

‘ : : - %
Grade retention is a further indicator of studen??' school performance,
and the- results of the PSHP study are overwhelmingly positive in this
area, None af the graduates currently placed fn aegular’educatfon

programs1 have been retained, which indicates that each is following a

normal progression ?hrough the grades. Same.caution is warranted in
‘viewing this findiﬁg, since the majority of the sample (71%) had only
two years of follow-up data available._ However, there is no reaaen

to suspect that normal progression would not continue for these students.
Thus, ihe‘data provides a strong indication that children placed ?n
regular education are making progress in line with the expectatioﬁs of -

non-handicapped students.

%
Special Services

With respect to school data, a final variable which measures the long term .

efficacy df preschool is the degree to which special services are-

Tgince special education is ungraded, the only means of computing
retention for PSHP graduates placed in special programs is at a point
when they enter regular classrooms and there is a discrepancy between
their expected progression and their-‘actual grade placement.

20 ]
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required by students in regu]dr ciassrooms. The results from the PSHP
study are presented in Table 7%be!ow. As this data indihates,_near]y
one-third (30%) of the programigraduates currently enrolled in regular
eduéation require{no additionai services outside of the classroom
routine. This f1nd1ng is consastent with the results reported in the
v Karnes and Battel]e stud1es where 40% and 50% of the students, respec-

t1ve1y, were not receiving specza] services. \\

TABLE 7

REMEDIAL SERVICES CURRENTLY PROVIDED TO
CHILDREN -IN REGULAR EDUCATION CLASSES

x , . ;
. Speech and 0ccupat1ona1 Resource Multiple No.
. Grade Language Ther.py Teacher Services Services Total
K U s L 2 1 2 10
1 i 6 . 1 1 6 14
20 3 .- 2o 2 6
3 - ® ] - - 2
4 - : - 1 - 1
CTotal 15 (46%) - 4 (122) 4 (12%) 10 (30%) 33 (100%)

4 -3
These’ results also demonstrate that the majority of those children who
lrrequire special services, i.e. 46% of the sample, are receiving speech *
: andklanguage intervention. Tﬁis finding is pagticularly important to

" noteé in light of recent research\ravealing that the most common service




-

provided to all children in regu]ar education programs is speech and

language therapy (Smith, Zahniser, Pelletreau, and Salomon, 1980).
Thus, the findjngs are indicative of the extent to which the program

helped to minimize the need foL special services ?mong PSHP. graduatgs.

F
Teacher Ratings

Data obtajned from the Teacher Questionnaire provided information
concerning the school pgrformance of former PSHP students as compared
to their class peers. Teacher perceptions regarding cognitive, academic,
. social and Eomhunication skitis an& attitudes towards school were measured,
‘on a S—Pqint Likért-type scale (1 = Tow and 5= high); a rating of 3
indicatedsthat‘the chila was performiqg similarly to the average child

F

i
in the classroom.

Table 8 pneseﬁts the result; and revea}s several encouraginy findings.
PSHP students are performing closely to their peers, particu]ariy
in the cognitive and attitudinal areas. In %acté in these two aregé
as well-as in thg academic domain, the results were higher thaq

those reported by Karnes for a similar handicapped population. Perhaps,
the most significant finding, however, relates to student éttitudes,

the area which received the highest rating from teachers in all five
grades. Interestingly, past research (Lazgr and Darlington, 1979)

has -indicated that attitude towards school is 6ne of the best predictors
of ]atef school achievement. The PSHP résults are, therefore, extremely

w ,

positive.




TABLE 8

TEACHERS® COMPARISON OF THE PERFORMANCE OF
PSHP GRADUATES TO CLASS PEERS IN REGULAR EDUCATION

Cognitive Academic  Communication Attitudes | Social
X s % SD X SD X SO X SD

K 3.5 .9 28 1.1 3.1 1.2 .43 .7 3.2 1.2
(N=10) N ¢

3.3 1.4 3.0 1.2 - 33 1.3 4.2 1.1 3.2 1.3

A

29 13 27 13 27 1.0 .39 .5 3.1 Ll.

1 -
(N=9).

2
(N-6)

3 2.9 .8 . 1.5 2.5 . 3.2 4 2.3 °.8
w2 T : “

4 3.0 - 0 * 2.6 . .6 3.0 .9
(N=2) ~ :

Total 3.1 .27 3.0 .. 2.8 . 1 .56 2.9

*one daté-point

(4

Parent Ratinés

Parents of PSHP graduates were asked to respond to several open-
ended and structured items rélated to their children's school performance.

In addition, they were reguested to address issues regarding program impact.

The results, which were classified by Student Performance and Program

‘Imgacf, are presented in the sections below.

Student Performance. In general, parents of .both regular and special

education students indicated an extremely high degree of §itisfaction
with their child's current performance in school. Performance, was

rated in terms of academic progress, attitudes towards school, and
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ability to socialfze Qith peers. In the area of progress, 96% of fhe
regular education parents indicated that their child was-perfofhing'
adequately or better in sphoo]i This finding was relatively consistent
. across grade levels. Approxi&ately 80% ofr the special education parents
| also responded positively. to this issue. Altogether, op]y three parents
felt their child was not making adequate progress. The resylts are
shown in Tab]e 9. More significantly, of those who reported positivgg

f

|

-

‘TABLE 9

PARENTS' RESPONSES' TO YES-NO ITEM
"1s your child making adequate progness?”

5§rgg$ng¥gl ‘ . .Yes ..Bsﬁggg%gﬁ't Know ’
_ Kindergarten - igo% - -

1st énd 2nd 93% -- 1%

3rd.and 4th | 1005 -- -

Subtotal T o

Regular Education 96% -- 4%

Subtotal _ T - -
.Special Education T 78% 11% 11%

Grand Total —87; Ei ;;

results for school progress, 58% of both regu]ar and :pec1a1 educat1on

- ' parents 1nd1cated that their ch11dren were do1ng very well in sch001

The subJects in which parents felt the1rvch11dren were performing
best were mathemaiics and science. Conversely, language arts was the

.area in which children were reported to have the greatest difficulty.

“~~




" These findings are not surprising given that the majority of PSHP
graduates (64%) are speech and language impaired. Thus, -the pa}ent
ratings provide a strong indication that program araduates in both -

regular and special education are making adequate progress in school.

-

With regard to attitudes towards school, parents responding to the
survey again d;modStrated very positive results. Spedifically,
92% of all pﬁrents repqrted that their child liked sch?ol (See
Table 10). As mentioned with the teacher ratings, thié finding is
extreme]y,enéburaging in that atti;ude towards school hag been found
to be a significant predictor of later school achievement; IP is

1

i

TABLE 10

PARENTS* RESPONSES TO YES-NO ITEM
"Does your cnild Like Ac?ooz s yean?"

Grade Level ‘Responses
Yes No Don't Know
Kindergafteﬁ 100% .. -- -
1st and 2nd 93% 7% -
1 §rd and 4th. 100% - -
. Subtotal o
™ Regular Education 96% 4% --
Subtotal . .}
. Special Education 89% 7% 4%
Grand Total 93% 5% 2%
25
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> and program placement. Overall, these results reveal that PSHP

graduateé deﬁeloped Very‘pgsitive attitudes towards‘school.

i

_ chi]dren's ability to socialize with peers. The results aépear in

L3

"and two in special education indicated that their child did not Tike

Finally, parents gave extremely encouraging responses in the area of

-

 also important to note that only three parents, one in regulﬁrgeducgtion

i;:{

—

7

school this year. Also, parents responded similarly across grade levels

Table 11. Fifty-two of the 55 parents (94%) felt that their children

"got aloﬁg We11" with their classmates.. These results are particularly

significant for the children attending. regular education programs.

TABLE 11

%

- . PARENTS' RESPONSE TO A YES-NO ITEM .
"Does youn child get along well with peers?”

Responses

Grade Level

Yes No
Kindergarten 100% --
. 1st and 2nd 93% 7%
3rd and 4th 100% < --

Suﬁfoja] .
Regular Education 96% 4%

. Subtotal

- - Special Education 93% 7%
Grand Total 949 6%

26
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research on hand1capped‘bh11dren has 1nd1cated that such ch11dren
somet1mes experience great d1ff1cu1ty soc1a11z1ng within_a mainstreamed
setting. Thus, the results reported in this area demonstrate that -

students who have participated in the PSHP Program are successful

"when interactino with their peers.

4

In summary; the parent ratings regarding children's school performance
are very positive. The significance of these ratings becomes apparent .

when viewed in 1ight of past research. The overall responses of PSHP

"parents exceeded those of the Karnes study with respect to children's

academic progress and ability to socialize with peers. In the area of
attitudes touards school the findings were _very similar, _The results
of th1s study also were consistent “with the Battelle® study in terms of

parents pos1t1ve responses.

. Program Impact.” The responses which parents gave to the questions of

program impact provide, perhaps, the best indicator of the long term

effgcacy of the Preschool Handicapped Program. As'the results in

Table 12 demonstrate, all but one of the parents reported that the1r

‘ch11d would not have done as we111n either regular or special educa?1on

without the benefit of the BOCES Program. Furthermore when asked to
indicate the greatest 3mpact, the majority of parents (70%) responded
by saying "all areas" or "overall development". These responses

clearly indicate that the Program was beneficial to the graduates and

“fac111tated their growth across all cognitive and soc1a1 areas.’

Again, the PSHP findings must be considered s1gn1f1cant when compared

to other stud1esxof this nature. In the Karnes study, for example,

\




"TABLE 12

. PARENTS' OPINIONS ABOUT THE ROLE OF - .-
: K PSHP ON- LATER SCHOOL PERFORMANCE

"How do you think your child wouzd have done in Kcndhngaaten/
Spec&aL Education if he/she had not participated in the
BOCES Pnedchool Program?® )

Placement o , "' Responses i ) {
Not as Well Just as’Well - Better Don't Know -}

Regular Education 100% - | - . -
Special Education 9% . - - 4% .
- Total , 98% -- -- 2%

-~

92% of the parents reported positive results W1th respect to program
: impact. Thus, the parents oF PSHP graduates have strongly supported

\ ) the program in terms of its ]ong range impact on their children.

a

*\' . Persistence of Effect

- An imbortant issue when considering_the long-range efficacy of preschool
" drograms is the persistence of positive'effects. To provide data
regaraing this variabie, a cross-sectioﬁal analysis of teacﬁer ratings‘-

was unde;takent Here, ihe question of infereet was whether teacher

{ratings’of children's cognitive, aca&emic, social and commﬁhicgtion - 5
skills aqg of their attitudes towards school changed as these children .

‘ prpceeﬂed from kinaergarten through the eﬁementary gra@es. A non- o
e o parametric one-way anq1ysie of ver%anee was used to test %or gradé-re]ated . .}
.. changes in the skif] and attitude areas. All fiqdings were sta%istiba]ly {

nonsignificant--the desired result--which suggests that child performaqee -
8 - T .
o Q@ . &5 CPREN
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" was relatively consistent from kindergarten through fourth grade;

¥

) Basgd\on.these findings, there is evidence that, for PSHP students,

effects did pers%st at least in areas where the children were compared

to their classmates. . :

-

————




\ contwsmus AND IMPLICATIONS

A}

“1In rev1ew1ng the f1nd1ngs from the PSHP follow-up study, the ‘Tong term

: effect1veness of the program becomes c]early evident. whs]e the 11m1ta-
t1ons of the research des1gn must be cons1dered, the overwhelmingly
pos1t1ve nature of the PSHP resu]ts 1nd1cate that the BOCES Preschool
Program has had some lasting effects upon its graduates. PSHP graduates
are perform1ng adequate]y in schoo] progressing normally through the
grades, soc1a11i1ng well w1th their peers, requiring a minimal amount
of special services, and ach1ev1ng at_a similar level toathevr peers
in.cognitive and acadenic areas. Furthermore, these children have been
reported td have extreme]& positive attitudes towards schoo] by both

" their teachens and parents. The results from th1s study becghe even
more s1gn1f1cant when ‘viewed- Jn terms of their educational 1mp11cat1ons

These 1mp1icat1ons are d1scussed below |

o

‘Puattctpazxon An the Preschool Handtcapped Rnognam has facilitated the

- placement. of students within the Least ae&tnccitue envtnonmant.and
enabcedgthem to peaform in Line with the expectatxona 0§ non-handtcapped
itudenia. The fo]}ow-up‘data.indicated that over half of the graduates
. wereéassignedﬁand are eurrent]y placed in redu]ar educatdon. Moreover,
a]l of these students have progressed through the grades wjtheut being
held back,.nhilé approximately one-third of themfrequire no additiona]ﬁ?
services outside of the regular classroom routine.,'Teacher ratings of
PSHP graduates in comparison tn their peers also indicate that these .
chi]dren-are performing comparably to their c]assnates, most of whom

. are not‘handicapped. Thus, thehprogram has enabled the majority of:
\graduates to participate inkregu1ar education programs in an ef?e:tiue'

manner. v .

30
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Precise educatconag plann&ng aeducea on el&m&uated Zhe negative effects
of a chitd's handicapping condition, thus, demonstrating the cost-
benefits of preschool education. PSﬁP staff were able to assign 55%

of the prograﬁ graduates to regular edﬁeation programs. That is, a
majority of the children -participating in the BOCES Program no longer
‘required a special eddeetion p]aeement when they°reached~schoo1 age,
thus, reducinéithe overall cogts of their educetion for the local E‘
district. Additionally; the 5brma1 grade progressi&n and the reduced

* .need for special servicee demonstrated by PSHP graduateszhare contri-

buted significangly to the overall reduction in costs for educating ' ]

‘these handicapped children,

kY

Decisions made by a xnansééaciplinany team neganding child placement
- _upon comﬁkeiioQ,oﬁ pleschool seem to insure the aﬁpaopnéate~e44‘oﬁ |
that placement for the handgeapped chizg. Drawing 69 the expertise
. "of a classroom teacher, psychologist, eocial‘worker, and speech therepist,

" the Preschool Handicapped Program‘assigned graduates“;c befh regular“

and special educat1on with 92% accuracy in their recommendations. Since '
only three children out of the follow-up sample who were originally ‘
assigned to regular programs were subsequently placed in special educa-

“tion, the ongoing assessments and educaiionalaplenning performed by the -

! - _ \
PSHP teams .must be considered effective as a child placement process.

PSHP graduates have significantly positive attitudes Zowards school | |
which &nd&cai@b xhe potential fon g&eateh schocl achievement in fLatenr

jeaaA Children current]y p]aced in regular classrooms were rated by

the1r teachers as hav1ng more positive attitudes than their peers at




7 . Y
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:_ all grade—levels Moreover, 92% of the parents of PSHP graduates in ﬁ i u>:
o < both regular and special educat1on indicated ti.at their children 1iked
.school. Given the research on attitudes as a significant predictor of
Tater séhoo] achievement (Lazar and Daiiington,.1979); one can hypo- - :
thesiie that these children wi]i perform simiTarIy to those studied

in other research.

. L)

- Paeenta of PSH# graduates -considen pne;cnaat education ta be a enitical”
" facton in ihéféucceaa whicn their handicapped chifdren are expenieneing
4n school. - Since parents biring a un1que historical perspect1ve to
bear on their assessments of chlldren s progress, the percept1ons which
parents have of that progress is s1gn1f1cant In the Preschool
Handicapped Program, an overwhelming number (98%) of the parents
of both regular and special educat1on students felt that the1r chi]dren
- would not—nave been as successful in school ].hhout part1c1pat1ng in this
preschool program. Thus, PSHP parents 1nd1catedthattheProgrmncontr1buted .
R signifieant]y to their chr]dren s-social and academic~perfornance. ,

[
<3

" In summary, participation in thé BOCES Preschool Handicapped Program

has long range benefits for its graduates. The data, thus, provides

&

add1t1ona1 test1mony for the-efficacy of presch001 educat1on as an

* 1

. essent1a] 1ntervent1on for hand1capped ch11dren. . .
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APPENDIX A

 FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE BY SCHOOL DISTRICT

IR A

fbtal

t

: ’ Number in Total Number
District Follow-Up Study PSHP 1976-1980
LA 1 N %
1 6 9 29 17
2 1 1 2 2
3 1,1 2 2
4 2 3 6 i 3
5 7 1 1% | 8
6 5 8 14 8
7 1 1 1 1
.8 16 25 3 - 19
g '3 5 6 13
v | 1. 1 2 b
1 - - 5 -3
127 3 5. 10 6
13 | 9 15 13 8
14 1 1 AL 2
15 -8 12 22 13
16 1 1. 2
17 - - 4
8 . - - - -
19* -1 1 1 1
6 100 171 © 100

*Not serviced by Putnam/Northern Westchester BOCES
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